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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to tine amendment filed on May 8* 2008 wliicli concerns 
application 10/529869. 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-16 are pending. 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 
Claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 3/1 2/08 was filed after 
the mailing date of the first office action on the merits on 2/8/08. The submission is in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statement is being considered by the examiner. 

2. A new copy of the IDS submitted on 10/4/05 is also enclosed showing that all 
references listed have been considered. 
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Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's amendments and arguments, with respect to the specification 
objection, claim objections and 112 rejections have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. The objections and 112 rejections have been withdrawn. 

2. Applicant's arguments, with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1 and 4-1 0 
have been fully considered and are persuasive. Specifically, Howard does not disclose 
"power supply managing means" as now recited by independent claim 1 . Therefore, the 
rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made in view of Howard and Van der Meulen. 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 1 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant argues (pg. 17-18) that Van der Meulen does not 
disclose "power supply managing means" because the power monitor device 
determines the state of power supply in the appliance rather than in the power monitor 
device itself (pg. 17). This argument is not persuasive. As can be seen from Fig. 2 of 
Van der Meulen the power monitor device not only measures current going to and thus 
the state of the an appliance, but also within the power monitor itself. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 12 been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant argues that Howard does not disclose "the CPU distinguishes 
an input/output system for the home appliance on the basis of voltage information". It is 
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agreed that this is not explicitly disclosed by Howard. However, Howard teaches that 
other means of identification may used to identify a device besides addresses (col. 6 In. 
29-48). Using voltage is one way to identify a device besides an address. 

5. Applicant's arguments regarding claim 13 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Howard does not disclose "a specific terminal 
that supplies a clock signal from the communication adapter to the home appliance". 
This is not persuasive since the claim is rejected under 103 as being obvious over 
Howard in view of Van der Meulen, thus the argument that one of the references does 
not disclose a recited limitation is insufficient as a matter of law. Howard discloses that 
the communication between adapter and device may be performed over various types 
of networks (col. 4 In. 1-3), depending on the type of communication network a clock 
signal may be present. Furthermore, Van der Meulen discloses an adapter (Fig. 2) that 
provides power to the device, an AC power connection inherently includes a 
synchronous signal, in the United States this is 60Hz. 

6. Applicant's arguments regarding claim 14 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Howard does not disclose "communication 
adapter selects driver software held by the storage on the basis of a communication 
frame that is sent from an electrical apparatus connected to the network" as recited by 
claim 14. This argument is not persuasive. Howard clearly discloses selecting an 
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appropriate program (driver software) based on communication received from a device 
(col. 6 In. 30-48). 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 15 and 16 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Howard does not 
disclose "the storage holds attribute information consisting of items, model names, and 
power consumption, ... which can be monitored, controlled, and set from the network". 
This argument is not persuasive because the claims is rejected under 103 as being 
obvious over Howard in view of Van der Meulen, thus the argument that one of the 
references does not disclose a recited limitation is insufficient as a matter of law. 
Nevertheless, Howard teaches an adapter that includes memory which can be modified 
over a network, such memory may include object representations of the device and 
allow the adapter to identify the device (col. 1 In. 60 - col. 2 In. 25). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

8. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall conclude witli one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

10. Regarding claim 16, the phrase "and the like" renders the claim(s) indefinite 
because the claim(s) include(s) elements not actually disclosed (those encompassed by 
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"and the like"), thereby rendering the scope of the claim(s) unascertainable. See MPEP 
§ 2173.05(d). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 1 -1 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Howard et al. US 6,728,804 B1 in view of Van der Meulen US 6,906,617 B1. 

Regarding claim 1, Howard discloses "A communication adapter (col. 3 In. 40-42, 
Fig. 1), "communication control means" as a communication module (col. 3 In. 53-60), 
"communication managing means that copies and saves the apparatus object" as an 
adapter with memory (col. 3 In. 45-47, Fig. 1 item 24), "makes it possible to use the 
connection object apparatus from the network" (col. 2 In. 39-44), and "apparatus 
interface means" as a communication port that enables communication with the devices 
(col. 3 In. 54-56). 

Howard does not explicitly disclose "power supply managing means" however 
this is taught by Van der Meulen as a power supply managing means that manages a 
state of power (col. 3 In. 32-49, Fig. 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Howard by providing power 
management as taught by Van der Meulen for the purpose of automation. Van der 
Meulen teaches that monitoring power provides a user with greater control over the 
appliances that are connected (col. 2 In. 1-17). 

Regarding claim 2, Howard does not explicitly disclose "manages a charged 
capacity inside an adapter" or "the communication control means limits communication 
according to a management state of the power supply managing means" however these 
are taught by Van der Meulen as a power supply managing means (col. 3 In. 32-49, Fig. 
2) and communicating only during certain periods (col. 3 In. 60-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Howard by providing power management as taught by Van der 
Meulen for the purpose of automation. Van der Meulen teaches that monitoring power 
provides a user with greater control over the appliances that are connected (col. 2 In. 1 - 
17). 

Regarding claim 3, Howard does not explicitly disclose "the apparatus 
communication managing means limits accesses to the apparatus object according to a 
management state of the power supply" however this is taught by Van der Meulen as a 
system which only communicates during certain power states (col. 5 In. 12-18). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Howard by providing power management as taught by Van der 
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Meulen for the purpose of automation. Van der Meulen teaches that monitoring power 
provides a user with greater control over the appliances that are connected (col. 2 In. 1- 
17). 

Regarding claim 4, Howard discloses "an apparatus interface access unit that is 
usable according to a procedure common to the connection object apparatuses" as a 
communication port that enables communication with the devices, since the port is 
capable of communicating, it is inherent that it is usable with the apparatuses (col. 3 In. 
54-56, col. 4 In. 64-67), "apparatus control access unit" that is likewise usable (col. 4 In. 
67 - col. 5 In. 3) and "permitting/prohibiting means that permits or prohibits an access to 
the apparatus" as an adapter that provides means to control the device (col. 6 In. 64 - 
col. 7 In. 5), one skilled in the art would understand controlling to include 
permitting/prohibiting access. 

Regarding claim 5, it recites some of the same language as claim 4 and that 
language is rejected for the same reasons. Howard also discloses "object managing 
means" as the apparatus understands object-oriented program code (col. 5 In. 50-58), 
"state acquisition procedure setting means" as variables that may be set according to 
the state of a device such as light on (col. 5 In. 59-67), "installation information 
managing means" as providing new program code when a new device is identified (col. 
6 In. 30-42), "network attribute managing means" as an adapter that is capable of 
communication on a network must have the necessary means to manage that 
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communication (col. 3 In. 58-62), and "network band managing means" as a 
communication module that handles network communication (col. 5 In. 1-3). 

Regarding claim 6, Howard discloses "generates an imaginary apparatus object 
on the basis of a setting command" as the adapter can create an object to represent a 
device (col. 6 In. 1-14), it is not necessary that the device be connected before the 
object is created. 

Regarding claim 7, it recites some of the language from claims 4 and 6, that 
language is rejected for the same reasons. Howard also discloses "the apparatus 
communication managing means ... performs operation and setting for this imaginary 
apparatus and acquisition of a state" as the adapter controls the object and thus is able 
to perform state acquisition and setting of variables (col. 5 In. 59-62), and "performs 
setting for running and stop of the apparatus object and acquisition of a state" as 
controlling the object (col. 6 In. 5-14). 

Regarding claim 8, it recites some of the language from claim 4, that language is 
rejected for the same reasons. Howard also discloses "a database that holds 
installation information" as memory (col. 3 In. 42) that holds database information (col. 5 
In. 40-41), "writing/reading means" are also disclosed (col. 7 In. 37-39). 
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Regarding claim 9, it recites some of the language from claim 4, that language is 
rejected for the same reasons. Howard also discloses "abnormality notifying means" as 
a monitor function that provides monitoring information to the network (col. 7 In. 2-4, 42- 
45). 

Regarding claim 10, Howard does not explicitly disclose "provides the connection 
object apparatuses with the abnormality information when data transmission through the 
network is impossible" however it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention that if one line of communication is not in use (i.e., the 
network), another line of communication should be tried. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , it is a combination of claims 2 and 4, therefore it is rejected 
for similar reasons. 

Regarding claim 12, Howard discloses "A communication adapter" (col. 3 In. 41- 
42), "input/output interface" and "network interface" (col. 3 In. 53-54, Fig. 1), "a CPU" 
and "storage" (col. 3 In. 46-47, Fig. 1), "pieces of driver software for controlling 
hardware" as program code (col. 5 In. 15-18), and "selects driver software 
corresponding to the input/output system" as identifying the device and selecting the 
appropriate software (col. 6 In. 38-42). 

Howard does not explicitly disclose "distinguishes an input/output system for the 
home appliance on the basis of voltage information supplied from the home appliance" 
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however Howard suggests that one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that 
different ways of identification may be used (col. 6 In. 36-38). Thus it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use voltage 
information to identify a device. Howard teaches using address information, voltage 
information is merely another technique being applied in a known manner that yields a 
predictable results. 

Regarding claim 13, it recites some of the language from claim 12, that language 
is rejected for the same reasons. 

Howard does not explicitly disclose "supplies a clock signal from the 
communication adapter" however this is taught by Van der Meulen as a power 
connection which supplies a synchronous signal (col. 3 In. 40-46, Fig. 2). 

It is also noted that Howard teaches that a device may be a personal computer 
system (col. 4 In. 26-30) and depending on the type of network used (col. 4 In. 5-10) a 
clock signal may be present between devices. A communication network that contains 
clock signals is well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to use such a network with the system of Howard to produce predictable 
results. 

Regarding claim 14, it recites some of the language from claim 12, that language 
is rejected for the same reasons. Howard also discloses "selects driver software held 
by the storage on the basis of a communication frame that is sent from an electrical 
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apparatus" as identifying a device based on communication received from it (col. 6 in. 
30-40). 

Regarding claim 15, it recites some of the language from claim 12, that language 
is rejected for the same reasons. Howard also discloses "storage holds attribute 
information" (col. 6 In. 11-12) and "which can be monitored, controlled and set" (col. 6 
In. 66-67). These limitations are also disclosed by the summary of Howard as an 
adapter that contains updateable memory, such memory holds an object or 
identification of a device (col. 1 In. 60 - col. 2 In. 25). Howard does not explicitly 
disclose that the object or identification of the device comprises model names, and 
power consumption however it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to include these. The process of identifying something includes attaching a name 
and other defining characteristics. 

Regarding claim 16, , it recites some of the language from claim 15, that 
language is rejected for the same reasons. Howard also discloses "the communication 

adapter selects one piece of the attribute information on the basis of a communication 
frame sent from an electrical apparatus" as the adapter updates attribute information 
with information sent over the network (col. 7 In. 33-36). 
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Conclusion 

1 3. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Greiner at al. US 6,880,076 B2 discloses identifying a device based on voltage 
information (abstract). 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JASON RECEK whose telephone number is (571 )270- 
1975. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Thurs 8:30am-5:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571) 272-3868. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retheval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Andrew Caldwell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 2142 

/Jason Recek/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2142 

(571)-270-1975 



